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Last but not least we agk for and urge the
fullest enforcement of the clvil rights laws,
foderal, state or local, so that all Amerlcans,
including servicemen and veterans, shall be
able to enjoy without threat of reprisal thelir
personal freedom of movement, thelr politi-
cal rights, and the opportunity to pursue lifs,
liberty and happiness;, as vouchsafed in our
Declaration of Independénce.

Equal opportunities in Governmeni
contracts

Equality of Opportunity as it affects those
who hold contracts with the Government is
currently regulated by Executlve Order
11248, in which the ultimate sanction, If the
contractor continues to refuse to comply, lles
in terminating the contract. This sanction s
80 extreme that it has never been used; there
have been negotlations, attempts at securing
voluntary compliance, and companies have
been ruled ineligible to bid on Ifuture
contracts, but no contracts have been
terminated, Another reason for the lack
of use of the contract termination sanction
is that it puts the government personnel
operating the contract programs (who soce
their role as obtaining as much as possible
for the government dollar, obtalning It as
fast as possible, and purchasing the items
which the government needs) ihto confliot
with those attempting to enforce Executive
Order 11248,

The Amerlcan Veterans Committee, as-
sembled at 1ts 20th Convention in Atlantic
City, N.J., urges those responsible for civil
rights and equal opportunilties policies to
consider the practicability and feasibility of
introducing another sanction: the withhold-
ing of a sum from the contract price so cal-
culated as to cover the whole profit; tt should
then be open to the contractor to prove, first
administratively and then In the Court of
Claims, if necessary, that he was in fact in
compliance, as a condition precedent to the
release of the funds withheld.

A
A‘@DRé)S’é BY ROBERT 8. McNAMARA

(Mr. ALBERT (at the request of Mr.
Jacoss) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks st this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the Hon-
orable Robert S. McNamara, the Seecre-
taxry of Defense, delivered an important
address this afternoon before the United
Press. Interhational editors and publish-
ers meeting in San Francisco, Calif. In
his address, the Secretary discussed the
Important problems pertaining to the
vlenning, preparation and policies gov-
erning the possibillty of nuclear war and
the steps which this country has taken
to deter nuclear aggression. Mr. McNa-
mare also announced our plans for the
deployment of an antiballistle missile
system as a countermeasure to Commu-
nist China’s nuclear development, I am
inserting his address in the Recorp for
the edification of the Mcmbers of the
House. The address follows:

REMARKS BY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ROBERT
3. McNaMara BEFORE UNITED PRESS INTER-
NATIONAL EDITORS AND PUBLISHERS, SAN
Francisco, Carir,, MONDAY, SEPTEMBER
18, 1987
Ladies and Gentlomen: I want to discuas

with you this afternoon the gravest problem

that an American Sceretary of Defonse must
face: the planning, preparation, and policy
governing the possibility of thermonuclear

War. - U
It 1s a prospect most of mankind would

prefer not to contemplate.

That 1z understandable. For technology
has now eciroumscribed ues all with a con-
celvable horizon of horror that could dwarf
any catastrophe that has befallen man in his
more than a million years on earth.

Man has lived now for more than twenty
years In what we have come to call the
Atomte Age.

What we sometimes overlook la that every
future age of man will be an atomlic age.

If, then, man is t0 have & future at all, -

1t will have to be a future overshadowed with
the permanent possibility of thermonuclear
holocaust.

About thnt fact, we are no longer free.

Our freedom In this questlon consists
rather in facing the metter rationally and
realistically and discussing actions to mini-
mize the danger.

No sane cltizen; no rane politlcal leader; no
sane nabtlon wants thermonuclefr war.

But merely not wanting it is not enough.

We must understand the difference be-
tween actions which increase its rlgk, those
which reduce it, aend those which, while
costly, have little influence one way or an-
other.

Now thls whole subject matter tends to bo
psychologically unpleasant. But there is an
even greater difficulty standing in the way
ol consftructive and profitable debate over
tho tssues.

And that 1s that nuclear strategy !s ox-
ceptionally complex in its technical aspects.
Unless theso complexities are well under-
stood, ratlonal discussion and decision mak-
ing are simply not possible. -

What 1 want to do this afternoon s deal
with these complexitles and clarify them
with as much precision and detall as time
and securlty permit, -

One must begin with preclse deflnitlons,

The cornerstone of our sirategic policy
continuea to be to deter deliberato nuclear
attack upon the United States, or lts allies,
Ly meintalning a highly reliable abllity to
infllct an unacceptable degrece of damage
upon any single aggressor, or combination of
aggressors, at any timo durlng the course of
a strateglc nuclear exchange—even after our
absorbing & suprise first strike,

This can bo defined s our “assured de-
struction capability.”

Now it is Imperative to understand that
assured degiruction is the very essence of the
whole deterrence concopt.

We must possess an actual assured de<
struction capablility, And that actusl assured
destruction capability must also be credible.
Coneceivably, our assured destruction capa-
bility could be actual, without being cred-
ible—in which case, It might fail to deter an
AEBressor.

The point s that a potentlal aggressor
must himself belicve that our assured de-
struction capability 15 In fact actual, and that
our will to use it in retaliation to an nttack
1% tn fact unwavering. '

The . conclusion, then, is clear: If the
United States 18 to deter n nuclenr attack on
1tself or on our allles, It muat possess an ac-
tual, and a credible assured destruction capa-
bility.

When calculating the force we roquire, we
must be “conservative” in all our estimates
of both a potentirl aggressor's capabilities,
and his intentions. Security depends upon
taking a “wordt plausible case”—and having
the abllity to cope with that cventuality.

In that eventuallty, we must be able to ab-
sorb the total welght of nuclear attack on
our country—on our strike-back forces; on
our command and control apparatus; on our
industrial capacity: on our cities; and on
our population-—and still be fully capable
of destroylng the aggressor to the point that
his scz]iet.y s simply no longer viable In any
meaningful twentieth-century senso. :

That i3 what deterrence to nuclear aggres-
slon means, It means the certainty of sulcide

.2 'Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300100105-8
' CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

H 12063

to the aggressor~—not merely to his milltary
forces, but to his soclety as a whole.
" Now, let us conselder another term: “frgt-
strike capability” This, in itself, 15 an am-
biguous term, sinee it could mean siraply the
ability of one nation to attack another na-
tlon with nuclear forces flrst. But as it is
normally used, 1t connotes much more: the
substantial elimination of the attacked na-
tlon’s retallatory second-strike forces.

This {8 the sense in which “first-strike ca-
pability” should be understood.

Now, clearly, such a first-strike capability

~- Is an Important strateglc concept. The United

States cannot—and will not—ever permit it-
self to get into the position tn which another
natlon, or combination of nations, would
possess such a flrst-strike capabllity, which
could be effectively used egainst it.

To get Into such a position vis-a-vis any
other nation or nations would not only
constitute an Intolerablo threat to our secur-
1ty, but it would obviously remove cur abil-
1ty to deter nuclesr aggression—both against
ourselves and agalinst our allles.

Now, we are not in that position today—
and there is no foreseeable danger ol our
ever getting into that position,

Our strategic offensive forces are immense:
1000 Minutemen missile launchers, carefully
protected below ground; 41 Polaris sub-
marines, carrylng 656 missile launchers—
with the majority of these hildden beneath
the sers at all timmes; and about 600 long-
range bombers, approximately forty percent
of which are kept always in a high state of
alert,

Our alert forces alone carry more than 2200
weapons, averaging more than one megaton
each. A mere 400 one-megaton weapons, if
dellvered on the Sovlet Union, would be suf-
ficlent to destroy over one-third of her popu-
lation, and one-half of her industry. :

And all of these flexible and highly reliable
forces are equipped with devices that insure
thelr penetration of Soviet defenscas.

Now what about the Soviet Union?

Does 1t today possess a powerful nuclear
arsenal?

The answer 1s that it does.

Does 1t possess a fArst-strike capability
agatnst the United States? :

The answer is that it does not.

Can the Soviet Union, in the foresecable
future, acquire such a frst-strike capability
against the United Sates?

The answer 1s that it cannot.

It eannot because we are dctermlned to
remain fully alert, and we will never permit
our own assured destruction capabillity 1o be
at a point where a Soviet Arst-strike capa-
bility 1s even remotely feasible.

Is the Soviet Unlon seriously attempting to
acquire a first-sirike capability against the
United States? . .

Although this 1s a question we cannot an-
swer with absolute certainty, we believe the
answer is no. In. any event, the guestion
1teelf, is—In a sense—Arrelevant, It is irrel-
evant since the Unlted States will so con-
tinue to maintaln—and where necessary
strengthen—our retallatory forces, that
whatever the Soviet Union's intentions or
actlons, we will continue to have an assurod
destruction capablility vis-a-vig thelr soclety
in which we are completely confident.

But there 1s another question that s most
relévant.

And that s, do wo—the United States—
Possess a first-atrike capability agalnst the
Soviet Union?

The answer 18 that we do not.

And we do not, not because we have no- .
glected our nuclear strength. On the con--
trary, we have Increased 1t to the polnt that
we possess a clear superlority over the Soviet
Union.

. We do not possess firat-strike copabiiity
against the Soviet Union for precisely the
some reason thet they do not possess 1t
against us.
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And that is that we have both built up our
“second-strike capability’’ 1 to the point that
a first-strike capabllity on either slde has be-
come unattainable,

There is, of course, no way in which the
United States could have prevented the So-
viet Union from acquirlng 1its present sec-
ond-strike capability—short of a massive
pre-emptive first strike on the Soviet Union
in the 1950s.

The blunt fact 1s, that nelther the Soviet
Union nor the United States can attack the
other without being destroyed in retaliation;
nor cen either of us attain a first-strike ca-
pability in the foreseeable future. .

The further fact is that both the Soviet
Union and the United States presently pos-
sess an actual and credible second-strike ca~
pability against one another—and 1t is
. precisely this mutual capablility that pro-

vides us both with the strongest possible
motive to avoid a nuclear war.

The more frequent question that arlses in
this connection is whether or not the United
States posseses nuclear superiority over the
Soviet Union.

The answer is that we do.

But the answer is—like everything else
in this matter—technically complex. B

The complexity arises In part out of what
measurement of superiority is most mean-
ingful and realistic.

Many commentators on the matter tend
to define nuclear superiority in terms of
gross megatonnage, or in terms of the num-

-ber of missile launchers available.

Now, by both these two standards of meas-
urement, the United States does have a sub--
stantial superiority over the Soviet Union
in the weapons targeted against each other,

But it is precisely these two standards of
measurement that are themselves mis-
leading.

For the most meaningful and realistic
measurement of nuclear capability is
neither gross megatonnage, nor the num-
ber of available missile launchers; but
rather the number of separate warheads
that are capable of being delivered ‘with ac-
curacy on individual high-priority targets
with sufficlent power to destroy them.

Gross megatonnage 1? itself is an in~
adequate indicator of assured destruction
capabllity, since it is unrelated to surviva-
bility, accuracy, or penetrability, and poorly
related to effective ellmination of multiple
high-priority targets. There is manifestly
no advantage in over-destroying one target,
at the expense of leaving undamaged other
targets of equal importance.

Further, the number of missile launchers
avallable 1s also an Inadequate indicator of
assured destruction capability, since the fact
is that many of our launchers will carry
multiple warheads,

But by using the realistic measurement of
the number of warheads available, capable
of being rellably delivered with accuracy and
effectiveness on the appropriate targets in
the Unlted States or Soviet Union, I can tell
you that the United States currently pos-
sesses a superiority over the Soviet Union of
at least three or four to one.

Furthermore, we will maintain a superior-
1ty—by these samerealistic criterin—over the
Sovlet Union for as far ahead in the future
as we can realistically plan,

I want, however, to-make ohe polnt pat-
ently clear: our current numerical superior-
1ty over the Soviet Unlon 4in reliable, accu-
rate, and effective warheads is both greater
than we had originally planned, and is in
fact more than we require.:

Moreover, in the larger equation of secu-
rity, our “superiority” is of Limited signifi-

1A “second-strike capability’ i1s the capa-
bility to absorb a surprise nuclear attack,
and survive with sufficlent power to inflict
unacceptable damage on the aggressor.

N
Y

cance--since even with our current superior-
ity, or indeed with any numerical superority
realistically attainable, the blunt, inescap-
able: fact remalns that the Soviet Union
could still—with its present forces—effec~
tively destroy the United States, even after
absorbing the full weight of an American
first strike.

I have noted that our present superiority
Is greater.than we had planned. Let me ex-
plain to you how this came about, for I think
it is a significant illustration of the intrinsic
dynamics of the nuclear arms race.

In 1961, when I became Secretary of De-
fense, the Soviet Union possessed a very
small operational arsenal of intercontinental
missiles. However, they did possess the tech-
nological and industrial capacity o enlarge
that arsenal very substantially over the suc-
ceeding several years., .-

Now, we had no evidence that the Soviets
did in fact plan to fully use that capability.

But as I have pointed out, a strategic plan-
ner must be ‘“conservative” in his calcula-
tions; that is, he must prepare for the worst
plausible case and not be content to hope
and prepare merely for the most probable.

Since we could not be certain of Sovief
intentions—since we could not be sure that
they would not undertake a massive build-
up—we had to insure against such an event-
uallty - by undertaking ourselves a major
build-up of the Minuteman and Polaris
forces. . i

Thus, In the course of hedging against
what was then only a theoretically possible
Soviet bulld-up, we took decisions which
have resulted in our current superiority in
numbers of warheads and deliverable mega-
tons.

But the blunt fact remains that if we had
had more accurate information about plan-
ned Sovlet strategic forces, we simply would
not have needed to bulld as large a nuclear
arsenal as we have today.

Now let me be absolutely clear. I am not
saying that our decision in 1961 was unjusti-
fled. I am simply saylng that it was necessi-~
tated by a lack of accurate information.

Furthermore, that decision in itself—as
Justified as it was—in the end, could not
possibly have left unaffected the Soviet
Union’s future nuclear plans.

What is essentlal to understand here is
that the Soviet Union and the United States
mutually influence one another’s strategic
plans.

Whatever be their Intentions, whatever be
our intentions, actions—or even realistically
botential actlons—on either side relating to
the bulld-up of nuclear forces, be they elther
offensive or defensive weapons, necessagily
trigger reactions on the other side.

It 1s precisely this action-reaction phe-
nomenon that fuels an arms race.

Now, In strategic nuclear weaponry, the
arms race Involves a particular irony. Unlike
any other era in military history, today a
substantial numerical superiority of weap-
ons does not effectively translate into politi-
cal control, or diplomatic leverage.

While thermonuclear power is almost in-
conceivably awesome, and represents virtually
unlimited potential destructiveness, it has
proven to be a limited diplomatic Instru-

ment. Its uniqueness lies In the fact that it-

is at one and the same time, an all powerful
weapon—and a very lnadequate weapon,
The fact that the Soviet Union and the
United States can mutually destroy one an-
other—regardless of who strikes first—nar-
rows the range of Soviet aggression which
our nuclear forces can effectively deter.
Even with our nuclear monopoly in the
early postwar period, we were unable to de-
ter the Soviet pressures against Berlin, or
their support of aggression In Kores,
Today, our nuclear superiority does not
deter all forms of Soviet support of com-
munist insurgency in Southeast Asia.
What all of this has meant is that we, and

-,

Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300100105-8 AE
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

September 18, 1967

our allies as well, require substantial non-
nuclear forces In order to cope with levels
of aggression that massive strategic forces
do not in fact deter, !

This has been a difficult.lesson both for us
and for our allies to accept, since there is a
strong psychological tendency to regard su-
petior nuclear forees as a simple and unfail-
ing solution to security, and an assurance
of victory under any set of circumstances.

What is important to understand is that
our nuclear strategic forces play a vital and:
absolutely necessary sole in our securlty and
that of our allies, but it is an intrinsically
limited role.

Thus, we and our allies must maintain sub-
stantial conventional forces, fully capable of
dealing with a wide spectrum of lesser forms
of political and military aggression——a level
of aggression agalnst which the use of
strategic nuctear forces would not be to our
advantage, and thus a level of aggression
which these strategic nuclear forces by them-
selves cannot effectively deter. One cannot
fashion a credible deterrent out of an in-
credible action. Therefore security for the
United States and its allies can only arise
from the possessions of a whole range of
graduated deterrents, each of them fully
credible in 1ts own context. '

Now I have pointed out that in strateglc .

nuclear matters, the Soviet Union and the
United States mutually influence one an-
other’s plans.

In recent years the Soviets have sub-
stantially increased their offensive forces.
We have, of course, been watching and
evaluating this very carefully.

Clearly, the Soviet build-up is fn part a
reaction 1o our own bulld-up since the be-
ginning of this decade.

Soviet strategic planners undoubtedly
reasoned that if our build-up were to con-
tinue at Its accelerated pace, we might con-
celvably reach, in time, a credible first-strike
capability against the Soviet Union.

That was not in fact our intention. Our
intentlon was to assure that they—with their
theoretical capacity to reach such a frst-
sirike capability—would not in fact out-
distance us.

But they could not read our intentlons
with any greater accuracy than we could
read theirs. And thus the result has been
that we have both built up our forces to a
polnt that far exceeds credible second-strike
capability against the forces we each started
with.

In doing so, neither of us has reached a
first-strike capability. And the realities of
the situation being what they are—whatever
we believe their intentions to be, and what-
ever they believe our intentlions to be—each
of us can deny the other a first-strike capa-
bility in the foreseeable future.

Now, how can we be so confident that this
is the case?

How can we be so certain that the Soviets
carinot gradually outdistance us—either by
some dramatic technological break-through,
or simply through our imperceptively lagging
behind, for whatever reason: reluctance to
spend the requisite funds; distraction with
military problems elsewhere; faulty intelli-
gence; or simple negligence and naivete?

All of these reasons—and others—have
been suggested by some commentators in
this country, who fear that we are in fact
falling behind to a dangerous degree.

The answer to all of this is simple and
straightforward.

‘We are not golng to permit the Soviets
to outdistance us, because to do so would
be to jeopardize our very viability as a na-
tion,

No President, no Secretary of Defense, no
Congress of the United States—of whatever
political party, and of whatever political
persuasion—is going to permit this nation to
take that risk.
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We do not wart a nuclear arms race with
the Soviet Union—primarily because the ac-
tion-reaction phenomenon makes it foolish
and futile. But if the only way to pfevent
the Soviet Union from obtaining first-strike
capability over us 1s to engage in such a
race, the United States possesses in ample

abundance the resources, the technology, and -

the will to run faster in that race for what-
ever distance 1s required.

But what we would much prefer to do is
to come to a realistic and reasonably risk-
less agreement with the Soviet Union, which
would effectively prevent such an armas race.
We both have strategic nuclear arsenals
greatly in excess of a credible assured de-
structlon capabillty. These arsenals have
reached that point of excess in each case for
precisely the same reason: we each have re-
acted to the other’s build-up with very con-
servative calculations. We have, that is, each
built a greater arsenal than either of us
needed for a second-strike capability, simply
because we each wanted to be able to cope
‘with the ‘“worst plausible case.”

But sinice we now each possess & deterrent
in excess of our individual needs, both of
our natlons would benefit from a properly
gafe-guarded agreement first to limit, and
later to reduce, both our offensive and de-
fensive strategic nuclear forces.

We may, or we may not, be able to achieve
such an agreement, We hope we can. And we
believe such an agreement is fully feasible,
since it 18 clearly in both our nation’s
interests. .

But reach the formal agresment or not,

we can be sure that nelther the Soviets nor
we are going to risk the other obtalning a
first-strike capability.
/ On the contrary, we can be sure that we
are both going to maintain a maximum
effort to preserve an assured destruction
capability. . ’

It would Tiot be sensible for either side to
launch a maximum effort to achieve a first-
strike capability. It would, not be sensible
because the intelligence-gathering capabill-
ity of each side being what it is, and the

realitles of lead-time from technologleal -

break-through to operational readiness being
what they are, nelther of us would be able
to acquire & first-strike capability in secret.

Now, let me take a specific case in point.

The Soviets are now deploying an antl-
ballistic missile system. If. we react to this
deployment intelligently, we have no reason
for alarm.

The system does not Impose any threat to
our ability to penetrate and inflict massive
and unacceptable damage on. the Soviet
Union. In other words, 1t does not presently
affect in any slgnificant manner our assured
destruction capability.

It does not impose such a threat because we
have already taken the steps necessary to
assure that our land-based Minuteman mis-
slles, our nuclear submarine-launched new
Poseidon missiles, and our strateglc bomber
forces have the requisite penetration alds—
and in the sum, constitute a force of such
magnitude, that they guarantee us a force
strong enough to survive a Soviet attack and
penetrate the Soviet ABM deployment.

Now let me come to the issue that has
recelved so much attention recently: the
question of whether or not we should deploy
an ABM system against the Soviet nuclear
threat.

To begin with, this 18 not in any sense a
new issue. We have had both the technical
possibility and the strategic desirability of
an American ABM deployment under con-
stant review since the late 1950s,

While we have substantlally improved our
technology In the field, it is important to
understand that none of the systems at the
present or foreseeable state of the art would
provide an impenetrable shield over the
United States. Were such a shield possible,
we would certainly want it—and we would
certainly build it.

And at this point, let me dispose of an ob-~
jection that is totally irrelevant to this
issue.

Tt has been alleged that we are opopsed to
deploying a large-scale ABM system hecause
it would carry the heavy price tag of $40 bil-
lion. ) X

Let me make 1t very clear that the $40 bil-
lion is not the issue.

If we could build and déploy a genulnely
impenetrable shield over the United States,
we would be willing to spend not $40 bil-
lion, but any reasonable multiple of tha¥
amount that was necessary.

The money in itself is not the problem:
the penetrability of the proposed shield is
the problem.,

There is clearly no point, however, In
spending $40 billien if 1t is not going to buy
us a significant lmprovement in our secu-
rity, If 1t 13 not, then we should use the sub-
stantlal resources It represents on some-
thing that will.

Every ABM system that is now feasible ‘p

involves firing defenslve missiles at incom-
ing offensive warheads In an effort to destroy
them.

But what many commentators on this issue
overlook is that any such system cen rather
obviously be defeated by an enemy simply
sending more offensive warheads, or dummy
warheads, than there are defensive missiles
capable of disposing of them.

And this is the whole crux of the nuclear
action-reaction phenomenon,

Were we to deploy a heavy ABM system
throughout the United States, the Soviets
would clearly be strongly motivated to 50
increase their offensive capability as to can-
cel out our defensive advantage.

It is futile for each of us to spend $4 bil-
lion, $40 billion, or $400 billlon—and at the
end of all the spending, and at the end of
all the deployment, and at the end of all the
effort, to be relatively at the same point of
balance on the security scale that we are
now. .

Tn point of fact, we have already initiated
offensive weapons programs costing several
billions in order to offset the small present
Soviet ABM deployment, and the possibly
more extensive future Soviet ABM deploy-
ments. )

That is money well spent; and it s neces-
sary.

But we should bear In mind that 1t 18
money spent because of the action-reaction
phenomenon.

If we in turn opt for heavy ABM deploy-
ment—at whatever price-—we-can be certain
that the Soviets will react to offset the ad-
vantage we would hope to gain.

It is precisely because of this certainty of
8 corresponding Soviet reaction that the four
prominent sclentlsts—men who, have served
with distinction as the Science Advisors to
Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, and John-
gon, and the three outstanding men who
have served as Directors of Research and En~-
gineering to three Secretarles of Defense—
have unanimously recommended against thé
deployment of an ABM system designed to
protect our population against a Soviet at-
tack.

These men are Doctors Killian, Kistiakow-
sky, Wiesner, Hornig, York, Brown, and
Foster.

The plain fact of the matter 1s that we
are now facing a situation analogous to the
ons we faced in 1961: we are uncertain of
the Soviets’ intentions.

At that tlme we were concerned about
thelr potential offensive capabilities; now we
are concerned about their potential defen-
sive capabilities.

But the dynamics of the concern are the
same.

We must continue to be cautious and con-
servative in our estimates—Ileaving no room
in our calculations for unnecessary risk. And
at the same tlime, we must measure our own
response In such a manner that it does not
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trigger a senseless spiral upward of nuclear
arms,

Now, &8 I have emphasized, we have al-
ready taken the necessary steps to guaran-
tee that our offenslve strateglc weapons will
be able to penefrate future, more advanced,
Soviet defenses.

Keeping in mind the careful clockwork of
Jead-time, we will be forced to continue that
effort over the next few years if the evidence
1s that the Soviets intend to turn what is
now o light and modest ABM deployment
into a massive one,

Should they elect to do so, we have both
the lead-time and the technology available
to so increase both the quality and quantity
of our offensive strategic forces—with par-
ticular attentlon to highly reliable penetra-
tlon aids—that thelr expensive defensive ef-
forts will give them no edge in the nuclear
balance whatever.

But we would prefer not to have to do
that. For it is a profitless waste of resources,
rovided we and the Sovlets can come to &
realistic strategic arms-limitation agreement.

As you know, we have proposed U.S.-Soviet
talks on this matter. Should these talks faill,
we are fully prepared to take the appropriate
measures that such a fallure would make
necessary. )

The Point for us to keep In mind is that
should the talks fail—and the Soviets decide
to expand their present modest ABM deplgy-
ment into a massive one—our response must
be realistic. There is no point whatever in our
responding by going to a massive ABM de-
ployment to protect our population, when
such a system would be ineffective agalnst a
sophisticated Soviet offense.

Instead, realism dictates that if the Soviets
elect to deploy a heavy ABM system, we must
further expand our sophisticated offensive
forces, and thus preserve our overwhelming
assured destruction capability.

But the intractable fact is that should the
talks fail, both the Soviets and ourselves
would be forced to continue on a foolish and
feckless course,

It would be foollsh and feckless because—
in the end—it would provide neither the
Soviets, nor us, with any greater relative nu-
clear capability.

The time has come for us both to reallze

that, and to act reasonably. It ls clearly in
our own mutual Interest to do so.
© Having sald that, it 1s important to dis-
tinguish between an ABM system designed to
protect against a Soviet attack on our cities,
and ABM systems which have other objeg~
tives.
. One of the other uses of an ABM system:
which we should seriously conslder is the
greater protection of our strategic offensive
forces.

Another is in relation to the emerging nu-
clear capability of Communist ‘China.

There is evidence that the Chinese are de- ~
voting very substantial resources to the de-
velopment of both nuclear warheads, and
missile dellvery systems, As I stated last Jan-
uary, indications are that they will have
medium-range ballistic missiles within a year
or so, an initial intercontinental ballistic
missile capability in the early 1970s, and a
modest force in the mid-70s,

Up to now, the lead-time factor has allowed
us to postpone a decision on whether or not a
light ABM deployment might be advanta-
geous as & countermeasure to Communist
China’s nuclear development.

But the time will shortly be right for us to
initiate production 1f we desire such a
system.

China at the moment is caught up In in-
ternal strife, but it geems likely that her
basic motlvation in developing a strateglec
nuclear capability i1s an attempt to provide
a basis for threatening her neighbors, and to
clothe herself with the dubious prestige that
the world pays to nuclear weaponry.

We deplore her development of these weap-
ons, Just as we deplore it in other countries.
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‘We oppose huclear proliferation because we
believe that in the end it only increases the
risk of a common and cataclysmic holocaust.

President Johnson has made 1t clear that
the United States will oppose any efforts of
China t0 employ nuclear blackmall against
her neighbors.

We possess now, and will continue to pos-
gess for as far ahead as we can foresee, an
overwhelming first-strike capability with re-
spect to China, And despite the shrill and
raucous propaganda directed at her own peo-
ple that “the atomic bomb is a paper tiger,”
there is ample evidence that China well ap-
preciates the destructive power of nuclear
weapons.

China has been cautious to avoid any ac-
tion that might end In a nuclear clash with
the United States—however wild her words—
and understandably so. We have the power
not only to destroy completely her entire nu-
clear. offensive forces, but to devastate her
society as well.

Is there any possibility, then, that by the
mid-1970s China might become so incautious
as to attempt a nuclear attack on the United
States or our allies?

It would be lnsane and sulcidal for her to
do so, but one can conceive conditions under
which Chins might miscalculate. We wish to
reduce such possibilities to a mimimum.

And since, as I have noted, our strategic
planning must always be conserva.tlve, ‘and
take Into consideration even the possible ir-
rational behavior of potential adversaries,
there are marginal grounds for concluding
that a light deployment of U.S. ABMs against
this possibility is prudent.

The system would be relatively inexpen-
sive—preliminary estimates place the cost at
about $5 billlon—and would have a much
higher degree of reliability against a Chinese
attack, than the much more massive and
complicated system that some have recom-
mended against a possible Soviet attack.

Moreover, such an ABM deployment de-
signed against a possible Chinese attack
would have a number of other advantages.
It would provide an additlonsl indication to
Aslans that we intend to deter China from
nuclear blackmail, and thus would contribute
toward our goal of discouraging nuclear
weapon proliferation among the present nor-
nuclear countries.

Further, the Chinese-oriented ABM deploy-
ment would enable us to add—as a concur-
rent benefit—a further defense of our Min-
uteman sites against Soviet attack, which
means that at modest cost we would in fact
be adding even greater effectiveness to our
offensive missile force and avolding a much
more costly expansion of that force.

Finally, such a reasonably reliable ABM
system would add protection of our popula-
tion against the improbable but possible ac-
cldental launch of an intercontinental mis-
sile by any one of the nuclear powers.

After a detalled review of all these con-
siderations,” we have decided to go forward
with'this Chinese-oriented ABM deployment,
and we will begin actual production of
such a system at the end of this year.

In reaching this decision, I want to empha-
size that it contains two possible dangers—
and we should guard carefully agalnst each.

The first danger is that we may psycho-
logically lapse into the old over-simplifica-
tion about the adequacy of nuclear power.
The simple truth is that nuclear weapons
can serve to deter only a narrow range of
threats. This ABM deployment will strengthi-
en our defensive posture—and will enhance
the effectiveness of our land-based ICBM
offensive forces. Bui the independent na-
tions of Asia must realize that these benefits

. are no substitute for their malntalning, and
where necesgary strengthening, their own
conventional forces in order to deal with
the more likely threats to the security of
the region.

The second danger s also psychological.
There is a Kind of mad momentum intrinsic

§

to the development of all new nuclear weap-
onry. If a weapon system works—and works
well-—there 1s strong pressure from many
directions to procure and deploy the weapon
out of all proportion to the prudent level
required.

The danger In deploying this relatively
light and reliable Chinese-oriented ABM
system is golng to be that_pressures will
develop to expand it into a heavy Soviet-
oriented ABM system.

We must resist that temptation firmly—
not because we can for a moment afford to
relax our vigilance against a possible Soviet
first-strike—but precisely because our great~
est deterrent against such a strike is not
a masslve, costly, but highly penetrable ABM
shield, but rather a fully credible offensive
assured destruction capability.

The so-called heavy ABM shield—at the
present state of technology—would in effect
be no adequate shield at all against a Soviet
attack, but rather a strong inducement for
the Soviets to vastly increase their own offen-
sive forces. That, as I have pointed out,
would make 1t necessary for us to respond
in turn—and so the arms race would rush
hopelessly on to no sensible purpose on
elther side.

Let me emphasize—and I cannot do so
too strongly—that our decision to go ahead
with a limited ABM deployment in no way
indicates that we feel an agreement with the
Soviet Union on the limitation of strateglc
nuclear offensive and defensive forces is any
the less urgent or desirable.

‘The road leading from the stone axe to the
ICBM—though it may have been more than
a milllon years in the bullding—seems to
have run in a single direction.

If one is inclined to be cynical, one might
conclude that man’s history seems to ‘be
characterized not so much by consistent
periods of peace, occasionally punctuated by
warfare; but rather by persistent outbreaks
of warfare, wearily put aside from time to
time by perlods of exhaustion and recovery—
that parade under the name of peace.

I do not view man’s history with that de-
gree of cynicism, but I do believe that man’s
wisdom In avolding war is often surpassed
by his folly In promoting 1t.

However foollsh unlimited war may have
been in the past, 1t is now no longer merely
foolish, but sulcidal as well.

It is said that nothing can prevent a man
from sulicide, if he is sufficiently determined
to commit it.

The question Is what 1s our determination
in an era when unlimited war will mean the
death of hundreds of milllons—and the pos-
slble genetic impalrment of a million genera-
tions to follow?

Man. 1s clearly a compound of Iolly and
wisdom—and history is clearly & consequence
of the admixture of those two contradictory
tralts.

History has placed our particular lives in
an era when the consequences of human folly
are waxing more and more catastrophic in the
matters of war and peace.

In the end, the root of man’s security does
not lie in his weaponry.

In the end, the root of man’s security lies
in his mind.

What the world requires in its 22nd Year of
the Atomic Age 1s not a new race towards
armament.

What the world requires in its 22nd Year of
the Atomic Age 15 a new race towards reason-
ableness.

‘We had hetter all run that race.

: Not merely we the administrators. But we
‘the people.
Thank you, and good afternoon.

(Mr. ALBERT (at the request of Mr,
JAcoBs) was grahted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
%%Ec)onn and to include extraneous mat-
er.

‘
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[Mr. ALBERT'S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Kvros (at the request of Mr. AL-
BERT), for today, on account of oﬂ‘icial

.business

Mr. Price of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GeraLp R. Forp) on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. MULTER (at the request of Mr. CEL~
LER), for the week of September 18, on
account of illness.

Mr. TenzeR (at the request of Mr. CEL-
LER), for the week of September 18, on
account of illness.

Mr. FounTtain (at the request of Mr.
ALBERT), for an indefinite perlod of time,
on account of his attendance at the 22d
General Assembly of the United Nations
as an official member of the U.S. delega~
tlon.

Mr. GErALD R. FOrD (at the request of
Mr. ARENDS), for an indefinite period of
time, on account of death in family.

Mr. GarmaTz (at the request of Mr.
FaLron), for today, and the balance of
the week, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla=
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. RiecLe, for 30 minutes, today; to
revise and extend his remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. Largrp, for 20 minutes, today, and
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ScuerLE) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Lairp, for 10 minutes, on Septem- .
ber 20.

Mr. FINDLEY, for 1 hour, oh September
25. ’

Mr. SELDEN (at the request of Mr.
Jacoss), for 60 minutes on September 20,
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks In the Appendix of the
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. Pixr in two instances.

Mr. MappEN in two instances.

Mr. FLynT and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. BATTIN and to Include extraneous
matter.

Mr, MacHEN to extend his remarks on
passage of HL.R. 10835 today and fo in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr, LanceEN to extend his remarks on
passage of S. 1165 today.-

Mr. Tavior to revise and extend his
remarks prior to passage of H.R. 10835.

Mr. GonzaALEZ to revise and extend his
remarks after the debate on H.R. 8338.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ScHERLE) and to include ex-

. traneous madtter:)

Mr. DERWINSKI.
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